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Mr. Douglas R. Sherwood

Hanford Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
712 Swift Boulevard, Suite 5
Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Messrs. Lundstrom and Sherwood:

TRANSMITTAL OF THE 218 £-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN, REVISION 1 -
(T-2-1)

The enclosed 218 E-8 Borrow Pit Demolition Site (218 E-8) Closure Plan,
Revision 1, (T-2-2), and the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit Demolition Site Closure Plan
- Notice of Deficiency Comment Response Resolution Table are submitted by the
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) and the
Westinghouse Hanford Company (WHC) for review by the State of Washington
.Department of Ecology (Ecology). Submittal of these documents by
October 21, 1994, fulfills the agreement made by RL and Ecology during the B
Unit Managers' Meeting held August 16, 1994. The State Environmental Policy "¢
Act Checklist forms for the 218 E-8 Closure Plan, Rev. 0, November, 1992, have
remained unchanged and will not be included in this transmittal. The Part A
will be transmitted to the U.S. Environmental Proteciion Agency (EPA} and
Ecology once it is certified by DOE-RL.

Copies of this transmittal will be distributed to representatives of your
respective organizations as follows:

« D. L. Duncan, EPA
* F. Ma, Ecology, Kennewick

e Ecology Library, Lacey

| L T e T



.. THISPAGE INTENTIONALLY
LEFT BLANK




Messrs. Lundstrom and Sherwood -2-
95-PCA-016

Should you have any questions or require any additional information regarding
this submittal, please contact Ms. E. M. Mattlin of RL on (509) 376-2385 or

Mr. F. A. Ruck III of WHC on (509) 376-9876.

ames E. Rasmussen, Acting Program Manager
Office of Environmental Assurance,
Permits, and Policy
EAP:EMM DOE Richland Operations Office

o , \,r\vhvfr*::@. y ,

William T. Dixon, Manager
Environmental Services
Westinghouse Hanford Company

Sincerely,

Enclosure:

1. 218 E-8 Closure Plan

2. 218 E-8 Comment Response
Resolution Table

cc w/encl:

Administrative Records, WHC
Burke, CTUIR

Duncan, EPA

Jim, YIN

Ma, Ecology

Powaukee, NPT

Leor i g R v 0 R v v

¢ w/o encl:

Dixon, WHC
Pierce, WHC
Stanley, Ecology
Price, WHC

Ruck III, WHC
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No.

: . 218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1
: ! NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESFONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments /Response |

Def1c1ency The level of detail of several chapters in this closure
plan ws inadequate. ‘ :
Ruqu1rement The closure plan must contain enough detail to allow the
evaluation of whether: |

a. +the activities described in the plan satisfy the requlations, or
b. the conditions assumed in the plan adequately reflect actual
conditions of the unit. ‘

RL./WHC Response: Comment is too general tb address. The level of
detail in this closure plan is similar to the level provided in other
cFosure plans which are nearing final approva] by Ecology.
Ecology Response: Increasing the level of detail of the closure pﬁan
will reduce the amount of time and effort mecessary to revilew and revise
the document. As far as comparing the level of detail with other
closure plans, thus far no closure plans have been approved and
conditions can be written into the p]an to. address deficiencies noted by
the regulators. For example, there is one specific term used throughout
the closure plan which needs to be addressed more. The term is "action
level." :

Although the term "action Tevels" is def1ned w1th1n the closure plan as
"concentrations of analytes of interest that prompt an action . . .
the term is not defined by WAC 173-303. As the closure plan addresses a
RCRA unit, and to avoid confusion on this subject, delete the "action
level" phrase. It should be noted that a definition for “"cleanup level"
is provided by WAC 173-340-200 which may be used by reference of
proposed WAC 173-303-610 (scheduled to promulgated in Dec. 1993 to amend
WAC 173-303-610 to include WAC 173-340-700 through 760 except 745).

Oétober 10, 1994
Page 1 of 64

Concurrence
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'218—[-8 BOHROH PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1 ! October 10, 1994
* NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RE@PONSE RESOLUTION TABLE ! Page 2 of 64

F ‘ Comment s /Response 5 | Concurrence

Ecology/RL/HHC Reso1ut1on A parties have agreed that with the
incorpbration of the resolved NOD comments and DQO discussions that the
level of detail in the closure plan will be satisfactory. Through the
DQ0 process all parties agreed that the ﬁefinition of Action levels are
levels: above the Hanford Site soil background levels 'identified in
Hanford Site Background: Part 1, Soil Background for ‘Nonradioactive
Analytirs DOE/RL-92-24, Rev.}, U. S. Department of EnGPQY. Richland
Operations Office, R1ch1and,|NA and Model Toxic Control Act (MTCA) (WAC
173- 303) Method B residential levels.

Def1c1ency. Throughout the p]osure.p1an there are references to using
only a mobile laboratory for, sampling an& analysis. ‘It is not stated
that this is an EPA accredited laboratory or if any secondary or follow
up analys1s will be conducted at an.accrod1ted laboratory.

The mob11e laboratory is gooﬂ for 1n1t1a1 site characterization to
determine where contamination is located but it can not meet SW-846
requ1rvments - ‘
The 1mpact on the closure schedule if the mobile laboratory is not
available or acceptable is not addressed.

: | '
Requirement. Correct the deficiencies of the text.

RL/WHC i Response: Accepted. Rev1sed text will propose to perform
initial (investigative) sampling with analytical support to be provided
by the onsite Environmental Analytical Laboratory (EAL), previously
referred to as thel "mobile laboratory." The EAL will be providing
analytical level II support, as opposed to Level III capabilities that
were planned for the laboratory at the time Revision 0 of the closure
plan was prepared. Tables 7-1, 7-2, 7A-1 and 7A-2 identify analytes of
interest for initial sampling.
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218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLZITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments/Response

A separate round of confirmatory sampling will be proposed in Revision 1
of the plan. Confirmatory samples will be analyzed by an offsite,
Ecology-approved analytical level III laboratory. Subsequent to 1n1t1a1
sampling and analysis and discussion of the results with Ecology,
separate data quality objectives and analyte tables for confirmatory
sampling will be prepared and documented as addenda to the closure plan.

,undertaken and verification sampling is to
be carried out in support of soil removal, samples would be analyzed by
an offsite analytical Level III .laboratory. Separate data quality
objectives and analyte tables wnu]d be deve]oped for incorporation as
addenda to the plan in that Pvent | .

Likewise, if soil removal is

If the EAL is not available Lo mupport sampllng at the 218 E-8 Borrow
Pit site, then sample analysis would have to be performed by an offsite
contractor laboratory. The following schedule forecast would apply in
the event: T | |

Sampling: 1 week (Ao change)

Offsite analysis: 12 weeks {9 weeks longer than shown
for EAL) - o :

Data Evaluation: 12 weeks (no change)

Offsite analysis would add 9 weeks to the initial (investigation) phase
of soil sampling. Because the EAL is now offering Analytical Level II
services, rather than Level III, an additional round of confirmatory
sampling will be required. The breakdown for offsite analysis (listed
above) will increase the schedu“e in kigure 7-2 by 25 weeks.

tcology Response: Concur w1th part of the rev1s1ons of the c]nsure plan
to reflect the information provided in the response. However, the
increase of 25 weeks is not acceptable according to the TPA. In TPA
b :
. |
1 1 i . . . |

October 10, 1994
Page 3 of 64

Concurrence
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218--E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1 October 10, 1994
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE Page 4 of 64

Comment s /Response Concurrence

Section 9.€6.2, it is stated that non-rad waste analyses have a maximum

turnaround time of 50 days. Also in TPA Section 9.6, the maximum

validation and transfer times are 21 and 15 days, respectively. Thus,

the maximum per Sample Delivery Group (SDG) should be 86 days. Revise

the text according]y '

Due to suspect report1ng and record keeping of wastes managed at this
TSD unit, Appendix IX analysis of 40 CFR part 264 will be requ1red at
this unit. |

| !
Ecology/RL/HHc Resolution: The mobile laboratory will not be used for

these clean closure activities. Throughout the closure plan references
to using the mobile laboratory will be removed. Offsite laboratories
capable of EPA analyt1cal level III will be used for all soil samples.
0ffsite laboratory should follow the negotiated laboratory schedule
listed in the Tri- Party agreement

Comment. The closure p]an also cites many internal. Hest1nghouse
procedural manuals. It is not clear if these documents fulfill the

EPA/Ecol ogy requ1rements

RL/WHC Response: Copies of requested WHC Contro¥ Manuals cited in the
closure plan were furnished to an Ecology, Kenneﬂ1ck Un1t Manager
representative. | . |
Ecology Response: Concur. Copies of WHC's manuals referenced should
also be sent to thelDepartment of Ecology's Kennewick office.

Ecology/RL/NHC Resolution: WHC's manuals must be assigned to a specific

responsible person who is willing to be accountable for updating and

maintaining control documents. Therefore no unassigned control

reference manuals w111 be issueh
. | !
|

!
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218-E-8 PIT BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1 October 10, 1994

NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments /Response

1-1, 11

1-1, 20

Deficiency. The text states that, "this event was a form of thermal
treatment for spent or abandoned chemical waste." This is inconsistent
with the waste description provided in chapter 3, Process Information.
Chapter 3.0 describes the waste as excess or beyond shelf life. If this
is the case, then the materials are not spent waste. The contradiction
must be corrected because it affects the waste designation.

Requirement. Clarify the specific source or process which generated the
waste and the form (product versus spent/used material) in which it was
disposed. Consult WAC-173-303 for designation guidance.

RL/WHC Response: The chemicals detonated at the 218 £-8 site were not
spent or abandoned. The text will be revised to state "the chemicals
were determined to be in excess or beyond designated stock 1ife," to be
consistent with the des¢r1ption in Chapter 3, pg 3-1.

Ecology Response: Concur with the revision of text to reflect the form
in which the wastes weré disposed

Ecology/RL/WHC Resg]ution 1hrough the DQO process all parties agreed
that the text would be revised to state " This demolition event was a
form of thermal treatment for discarded explosive chemical products "

Deficiency. The p]an dmes not present adequate information to determine
if the waste has been properly designated. Information regarding the
source of the waste (i.e., process derived from) and a d1st1nct10n ‘
between wastes disposed ‘in commercial form and those which were qunt
material is necessary to make such a determination.

Requirement. See previous &omment and WAC 173-303-070 for guidance.‘

Page 5 of 64

Concurrence
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218-E-8 PIT BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1 October 10, 1994
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE Page 6 of 64

Comments /Response Concurrence

2-2, 1

RL/WHC Response: See comment 4. Waste characterization per WAC 173-303
is summarized in Table T4-1. The waste codes in Table T4-1 also
indicate that the chemicals were not spent.

Ecology Response: The waste codes in Table T4-1 do indicate that the
material was not spent. But the Table fails to provide enough
information to adequately designate the waste. The sources of
information provided are inappropriate for the purposes of waste
designation:

| ‘
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Table T4-1 doesn't attempt to explain waste
designation or to provide data to allow waste designation. Waste
designation Codes are based on WAC 173-303 and are formally available in
the Part A, form 3. Table T4-1 will be revised removing all waste codes
adding health-based limits. ‘

. |

Deficiency. . The description of the demolition site does not provide
adequate.detail to allow potential exposure pathways to be evaluated.

Requirement. - Provide description of depth to water table, soil
characteristics, and any containment used durJng the detonation.
Because this !was a one-time event which does lot appear to have been
contained, it will be required that Hanford meteorological information,
for the time of the event, be incorporated into the closure plan.
Weather condﬂti?ns may have influenced the di%persion of contaminants.

RL/NHC Réspdmse: The detonation took place at approximately 10:00 p.m.
Weather ¢onditions were approximately 45°F, winds less than 15 mph, and
overcast. 3



No,

218-E-8 PIT BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments/Response

2-2, 11

2-2, 22

The surface soils were dry when the detonations were performed at this
site. All chemicals detonated were contained in their original, closed
containers until released by explosive forces.

Depth from soil surface to groundwater is 305 feet. I

The text will be revised to refflect the proceeding information.

. |
Ecology Response: Concur with the addition to the text of the
information provided in the response but the source of 1nformat|on must
be provided.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resoiutioh Information has been 1ncorporate?1nio the
text and is located in Chapters 3 and 5. Source of information are WHC
documents, referenced in the revised text.

Deficiency. The descr1p{10n of the borrow pit as belng essentldlly void
of vegetation is not consistent with the photograph provided :in Appendix
3A. In the photograph, several species of grasses and bushe 'S are
apparent. !

Requirement. Correct inconsistency.

RL/WHC Response: Accepted. (Text will be revised.) |
: : , |
Ecology Response: Concur.
: \

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Remove text referencing vegetation.

Def1c1ency It is not clear how the exqct ]0cat1on of the Jamol1t1on
site was determined in 1988, four years after the event. There is no

October 10, 1994
Page 7 of 64
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218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1 October 10, 1994
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE Page 8 of 64

10.

2-2, 30

3-1, 1

Comments/Response ‘ Concurrence

discussion of markers, maps, or surveys dsed to initially define the
demolition site, : '

Requirement. Explain how the locatton was determimed.

RL/WHC Response: At the time the fence was placed at the demolition
site, there was still a depression in the soil from the blasting pit
(Text will be revised to reflect this additional information).

|
Ecology Response: Concur with the addition of this inﬁormation in text.
However, a map, which shows ‘the location of the demolifion site and its
vicinity, should be provided in the next revision. Also the fence
should be maintaired: to prevent further access anpd trespassing by non-
TSD personnel. [If the fence is not there anymorg, .a fence and warning
signs should be placed arounp site. | i
Ecology/RL/WHC Reﬁoiution: Fence and warning sighs are ‘surrounding the
site. :

|

Note. This section of the closure p]an,ESecuritb Information, may
require revision due to the recent and upcoming security down grades on
the Hanford Site. \

RL/WHC Response: Accepted. Text will be revised to reflect any new

security changes to the Hanford Site.

Ecology Response:icOhcur» : i: i |
\

‘Deficiency. A major deficiency of the plan is infarmation on the actual
‘demolition event. The process information does not provide a

description of the event or associated actions.  For example, was any;
post-treatment analysis conducted to verify treatment, or physical ‘
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218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments/Résponse

interaction with the site such as racking, shoveling, .or watering down?

‘Was waste containerized or free in pit during detonation? How were

waste containers managed during and after the event? 'What color, how
high, how wide was the explosion? Was material seen or heard hitting
the ground? ‘

Requirement. Provide a detailed narr#tive of the event and associated
actions. \ :
Address the following questions:

Was the waste co-mingled and poured directly on the ground?
How were waste containers managed during and after the event?
What were the environmental conditions at the time?

How, or was, waste inventory verified?

Nhat post-treatment activities were conducted?

[1° I =T & B = ol - Y]

RL/WHC Response:

a. No container contents were poured\onto the ground prior to
detonation. The chemicals were detenated in their containers because
opening the cap of the container could have initiated an explosion.

b. Prior to detonation, the containers were placed in'a small p1t on
top of several sticks of nitroglycerin dynamite, wrapped in detonat1ng
cord (on a separated blasting cap}, surrounded with a blasting agent.
The charges were configured in a manner that channeled the exp]os1ve
force downward.
There was no evidence of remaining exp1051ves, conta1nLrs or parts of
contalners after the detonations. The area was inspected the following
morning (in daylight) to confirm that no chemicals or containers
remained. |

October 10, 1994
Page 9 of 64

Concurrence



No.

218-E-8 HORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1 October 10, 1994
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE Page 10 of 64

Comments/Response _ Concurrence
c. Refer to WHC response to NOD No. 6.

d. There are discrepancies on the inventory currently listed on
Table T4~1. The correct inventory for the 218 E-8 site is:

2.75 kg. of 1-4 dioxane

16.7 kg. of 2-butoxyethanol

7.92 kg. of Isopropyl ether

.319 kg. of MEK peroxide

A checklist of the chemical inventory was prepared prior to beginning
detonation activities.! The potentially explosive chemicals were checked
off the 1ist as they were placed into a portable bomb containment
vessel, for transportation/'to 'the demolition site. Information from the
checklist was used to prepare the Dangercus Waste Annual Report.

| : ' !
e. Post treatment activities included a walk down to ensure that no
explosives, chemicals, or containers remained after the shot.

The text'will be revised to reflect theipreceding information.
‘ o
Ecology Response:

| [ - ' ‘
a. Comcur with addition of this information in text.
b. Concur with addition of this information in text. Elaborate on the
impact (to waste deposition. |

| : ‘
Note. .Disposal &f the remnants of a waste container in a sanitary
landfill iwas inappropriate, due to the fact that without analysis it was
not possible to determine if the container contained a listed waste or
not. Ifiit did the container would have been considered a listed waste.
| ; ‘
N | : .
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218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1 October 10, 1994
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE Page 11 of 64

Comments/Response - Concurrence

11.

3-1, 8

c. Refer to response on NOD number 6. E

d. Eliminating analytes without the evidences of legitimate
documentation is not acceptable. In order to ensure potential
contamination will not be missed, Appendix IX analysis of 40 CFR part
264 is required.

e. Concur with additian of this information in text.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: (d) The inventory has been corrected and
approved by ali parties. Text has been revised to reflect accepted
inventory. All parties agree that Appendix IX ana]ys1s of 40 CFR part
264 will not be requ1red at this unit. ‘

Deficiency. First, the description of the "general" waste

characteristic as belng shock-sensitive or reactive is nqt appropruate ;
The major component of the waste {(87%) was Phosphoric Acid, which is '
designated a corrosive and is neither shock-sensitive nor combmstib]e.

Second, this section of the plan describes the wastes as "excess or
beyond designated stock l1ife." Page 1-1, line 11 states that "this
event was a form of ‘thermal treatment for spent or abandmned chemical
waste . !

Requ1rement. Correct or ¢larify the characteristic misrepresentation
and specify if, or which, wastes were discarded chemical products. The
process which generated the waste and the form (product versus
spent/used material) in which it is disposed influences its designation.
Consult WAC-173-303 for designation guidance. See comment 4.

RL/WHC Response: See comment No. 34 and No. 4.
| I



No.

218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments/Response

12.

13.

3-1, 13

Ecology Response: See NOD Nos. 34 and 4 responses.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: A1l parties agreed that the text will be
revised to state "This demolition event was a form of thermal treatment

- for discarded explosive chemical products". A1l parties have @greed on

the inventory changes that remove Phosphoric Acid from the discarded
explosive chemical products list. o
Deficiency. It is said that the wastes were contained, but no container
description is provided. |

| :
Requirement. Provide a detailed description of the number, material,
volume of container(s), and a description of the container management
practices. 'Were the containers, or pieces of containers, removed from
the site? If so, how were: they managed? State exactly how the wastes
were placed in the pit. ‘

RL/WHC Response: See commentho. 10.
Ecology Respgnse: See NOD No. 10 response.

' | ‘
Eco]ogy/RL/HMC}Resé]ution; Detailed descriptions of the detonation event
and the p]ac#m¢nt of waste were located in Chapter 3. In Chapter 3,
lines 18-19, the text has: been revised to read * The discarded explosive
chemical pro@uqts were detonated in their original metal and glass
containers as a safety precaution.” Table 4-1 1ist the amounts and
number of di%carded explosive chemical products. ‘

. | :
Deficiency. Detonation materials are not included in the scope of
sampling and analysis. Because these materials were derived from the
treatment of dangerous waste and now are potentially mixed with
dangerous wastes, they are now dangerous waste.

October 10, 1994
- Page 12 of 64
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No.

218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments/Response

4.

4-1

Requirement. The explosives used to initiate the detonation (and any
regulated products potentially generated from the detonation) must be
incorporated into the sampling and analysis plan. Revise text
accordingly.

RL)NHC Response: The chemicals used to initiate the detonation will be
listed in a separate table in Chapter 4. The sampling plan will be
modified to reflect the additional analytes.

Ecology Response: Concur with the inclusion of detonation materials in
lists of analytes. Also include reaction dnd/or decomposition products
as analytes. Additionally, due to suspect' reporting and record keeping
of wastes managed at this unit, Appendix IX |analysis of 40 CFR part 264
will be required at this faci]ity.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: A1l parties agree thaﬁ Appendix IX analysis
of 40 CFR part 264 will not be required at this unit.

\
Deficiency. This chapﬁer provides some va]uab]e information, but
overall it is 1nadequate ;\
Suggestuon Incorporate a column specifylmm the waste source (i.e.,
spent or in commercial form), the physical state, and ac110n levels into
Table 4-1 or generate a similar table. ||

RL/WHC Response: Health-based cleanup thrdsho]ds w111 be provided in
the next revision of this closure plan, for those cdnst1tutes for which
approprlate toxicity information is ava1]ab]e !

Ecology Response The response does not address the deficiencies noted
Because sections -700 through -760, except - 745, of MTCA is expected to
be incorporated into the Dangerous Waste Regu]at:ons before

October 10, 1994
Page 13 qf 64
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218-E~-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments /Response

15.

T4-1

implementation of the closure plan, it is appropriate to incorporate
MTCA standards (see draft clean closure guidance). But the information
regarding the waste source and physical state will bn required to be
incorporated 1nto the closure plan.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Through the DQO process all parties agreed
that to meet criteria for clean c1osure of the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit
Demoiition Site, the soil sampling 'and ‘analytical results must verify
that the levels of discarded explosive chemical prodiucts derived from
the 218 E-8 Demolition Site operations are below action levels. Agreed
action levels are defined as levels above the Hanford Site soil
background levels identified in Hanford Site Backgrobnd Part 1, Sor?
Background for Nonradioactive Analytes ‘and Hodel Toxic Control Act ]
(MTCA), Method B levels. Since Hanford Site'soil background levels and
MTCA ﬁethod B levels are the closure criteria agreed upon by all parties
it reasonable that those levels would be proVIded in'Table 4. The
phys1cal form of the discarded explosive chemical pruducts and initiator
will be indicated in Table 4-1. . | !
| ]
Deficiency. The function of the site is described ar being for the
detonation of shock-sensitive chemical waste. Comparing the relative
quantities and characteristics of the wastes treated: at the site
indicates. that Phosphoric Acid, a corrosive, comprls@d 87% of the total
quantity of the waste treated at the unit. 'Phosphoric Acid is a liquid
(untess in pure farm) which is not :shock-sensitive or combustible.
Because of the chdracter1st1cs of the acid, .it would have been dispersed
during the detonat1op event w1thout a]ter1nq its hazirdous
characteristics. _

Requirement Samp11pg and dna1y31s for th1< smbstanre and its products
is excluded from the closure plan. X

October 10, 1994
Page 14 of 64
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218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1 October 10, 1994
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE Page 15 of 64

Comment s /Response : Concurrence

16.

RL/WHC Response: See comment No. 34.
Ecology Response: See NOD No. 34 response.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Thermal treatment of Phosphoric Acid at the

218 E-8 site was erroneously reported in WHC Environmental Protection

Surveillance and Compliance Inspection Reports. As indicated by WHC

personnel at the UMMs of April 15, 1993 and May 12, 1993, the inventory

is being amended: phosphoric acid will be deleted. The explosive

chemical product inventory has been corrected and approved by all

parties. Text has been revised to reflect the accepted inventory. |

Deficiency. It is not apparent how the dangerous waste codes presented
in Table T4-1 were determined or if they are correct. Several of the
sources of information are not appropr1ate for the purpose of
designating waste.

Requirement. MWaste must be designated in accordance with WAC 173-303-
070, Designation of Dangerous Waste, using current information sources.
' | ! ,
RL/WHC Response: The chemicals were treated if their original
containers and assumed to be either outdated or. not needed. These
chemicals were recently redesignated according to current WAC 173-303
regulations. Any assumptions concerning waste sources were conservative
(i.e., in instances where the applicability of a code was uncertain, it
was assumed to be applicable). Waste characteristics were derived from
known physical properties and toxicity information available for the
waste constituents. |
Ecology Response: Concur with resdonse Revise the closure plan to
reflect the 1nformat|on prov1ded in the response. !



No.

218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1 October 10, 1994
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE Page 16 of 64

Comments/Response ‘ Concurrence

17.

18.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Information on the discarded explosive
chemical products has been incorporated into the text and is located in
Chapter 3. ‘ ;

Deficiency. The detonation material is potentially regulated dangerous
waste, i _ | ‘

Requirement. Designate the material and products, and integrate into
the cleanup process if determined to be hazardous waste.

RL/WHC Response: See comment No. 13.
. | H

Ecology Response: See NOD No. 13 response.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: The cheémicals used tb initiate the
detmnat1on will be listed .in a separate table in Chapter 4. The
sampling plan was modified to reflect the additional amalytes.

Deficiency. Danqerods waste number U098 {1, 1-Dimethylhydrazine) is in
the Part A, but is not included in'Table 4-1. This waste has both

~ignitable’ and carcindgenic properties according to the National

Institute, of Occupational Safety and Health, Reglstry of Toxic Effects
of Chemical Substances | :

Requ1remeht Mod1fy text and table to correct contrad1ct1ons and
correct d?f1c1en(1es | !

\
RL/WHC Response: 1,1-Dimethylhydrazine was never detonated at the
218 E-8 Site. Operator verificaticn of the inventory that post dates
submission of the Part A inventory has resulted in revision of the
closure plan. See comment response 10d. for the precise inventory.
‘ \ - [
| ‘ |
|
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Comments/Response - Concurrence

Deficiency. Sagdium Azide is included in Table 4-1, but is not presented
in the Part A. This is an Extremely Hazardous Waste with a Dangerous
Waste number of P105, if disposed of in commercial form. The waste
codes in Table 4-1 appear to contradict the representation of the wastes
as outdated or excess chemicals. If this waste had been managed as an
excess commerc1a1 product, it would carry the code P105.

Requlrememt Modify text and table to corroct contradictions and
correct deficiencies.

RL/WHC Response. See Comment No. 42.

Deficiency. An asterisk is present on the "D" symbol in the key 1ist.
following Table 4-1, typically indicating a reference to a clarifying
statement,. but no footnote or explanation is provided.

Roqu1rement Modify text and table to correct contrad1ct10ns and
correct def1c1epc1es !

RL/WHC Response: Asterisk will be removed from Tab]e‘4—1.

Ecology Response: Refer first and second parts of the question to NOD
nos. 10d and 42 responses respectively.

Concur with the correction of third part of the question.

Eco]ogy/Rl/HHc Resolution: Thérmal treatment of sodium azide at the 218
E-8 site was erroneously reported in WHC Environmental Protection
Surveillance and Compliance Inspection Reports. As indicated by WHC
porsonn»] at the UMMs of April 15, 1993 and May 12, 1993, the inventory
is being amended: sodium azide w111 be deleted. The exp1051ve chemical
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NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COHHE&Y RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

No. Comments/HResponse
product inventory has been corrected and approved by‘a11 parties. Text
has been revised to reflect the accepted inventory. A1l parties agree
that Appendix IX analysis of 40 CFR part 264 will not be required at'
this unit. ‘ '

19. 5-1 Deficiency. The text states that the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA)

authorizes ground water to be remediqted under CERCLA without
intermittent RCRA monitoring.

Requirement. This is not correct. RCRA monitoring is required. The
monitoring can be coordinated with CERCLA monitoring.: See comment
regarding number 76. '

RL/WHC Response: The text will be revised as follows: "The 218 E-8
Demolition site iis not subject to the groundwater monitoring
requirements of WAC 173-303-610 (7)(a) if there'is not waste left in
place, as is consistent with the preferred closure strategy

(Chapter 6.0). The 218 E-8 Demolition site will not be operated, as a
dangerous waste surface impoundment, waste pile, Tand treatment unit, or
landfill as defined in WAC 173-303-645(1)(a).' Therefore, if clean or
protective -closure can be attained, groundwatér'monitmring is not
required." \ .

Ecology Response: ' : ! }
i ‘ ! i
a. Give the definition of "Protective Closure." I

‘ ‘ | ; | )
b. 218-E-8 BPDS is regllated as.a miscellanedus unit under WAC 173-303-

680(4). The regutation requires that the unit must meet the postclosure

care requirements of WAC 173-303-680(2), if the contaminated soils or
ground water cannot be completely removed or deﬁontaminated during
closure. - : ! ‘

October 10, 1994
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218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments /Response

20.

6-1, 19

Ecology/RI./WHC Resolution: Text referring to Protective Closure has been

"removed. (Clean closure is the objective of this closure p]an The

criteria for clean closure is that sample analysis results indicate the
constitutes of concern are at or below action levels as 'defined in the
closure plan. Postclosure monitoring is not required if clean closure
is attained. !

Deficiency. Table 7-1 referenced here is said th take into account

waste inventory, reaction products, and chemical! degradation. The
followinyg :sentence states that only analytes listed in Table 7-1 are
traceable to 218-E-8 Demolition Site. Table 7-1 does not 1ist all
wastes detonated at the site or potentially regulated reaction or
degradation products.

| .
Requirement. The closure plan must account for all dangerous wastes
associated with the detonation site. This includes dangerous wastes
generated :from the treatment of the original wastes and materials used
to treat the waste (i.e., the detonation mater1aﬂs)

RL /WHC Response Text on Page 6-1, Lines 19-23 w111 be modified to read
as follows;: "The basis for determ1n1ng chem1ca]|ownersh1p is the list
of analytes of interest found in Chapter 7.0, Table 7-1, s qualified by
the discussion in Section 7.2.2. ?n]y those analytes identified in
Section 7.2.2 and/or Table 7-1 are'traceable to the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit
Dem011t1mn|51te activities.” '

Table 7- ﬂl as qualified by the discussion in Secﬁlon 7.2.2, accounts for
all dangerous wastes associated with the detonation site. Regarding the
detonation materials, refer to NOD:# 17 comment response,

Ecology Rasponse: Refer analytes traceable to the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit.
Demolition Site activity to NOD No. 34 response. ' Refer waste generated

October 10, 1994
Page 19 of 64

Concurrence



No.
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NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments/Response

21.

22.

6-1, 23

from the detonation event and the detonation materials to NOD No. 13
response.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Through the DQO process constituents of
concern and analytical methods were 1dent1fﬁed and agrbed to by all
parties. The Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) provides details on
specific agreements.

Note. It is stated, 1f at any time an 1mmnnent hazard is posed at the
218-E-8 Demolition Slte. an expedited response will result to ensure
worker safety."

Requirement. Closure of the site/must be conducted in a manner
consistent with the closure plan. Deviation from the closure plan must
be approved by Ecology.

RL/NHE Response The word "expedited" will be reptaced with the word
"emergency" in order to clarify the sentence

Eco]omy Response: Concur with the correct1on

Deficiency. The plan states that backgrqund will be Slte wide

‘background thresheld values as defined in the Hanford Site Soil

Background (DOE/RL 1992a). At present, this study is not complete and
Ecology has not yet received final data pacKages for cnnstltuents of
concern.

|
Requirement. Ecology must review and approve the Hanford Site Soil

Background (DOE/RL 1992a) before the va]ues can be 1mp1emented for
Llosur \

October 10, 1994
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218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1 October 10, 1994

NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments/Response

23.

6-1, 34

RL/WHC Response: Ecology has reviewed and approved the Hanford Site
Soil Background Study (DOE/RL 1992a).

Ecology Response: Ecology did receive The Hanford Site Soil Background.
However, the document was considered incompiete. There is still a huge
task ahead in order to finish the site-wide background analysis (see
detail in the memo from Charles Cline, WA State Department, of Ecology,
to Steven Hnsness US DOE, dated May 10 1993).

Requirement . Ecu]ogy must review and approve the Hanford Site Soil
Background (DOE/RL 1992d) for RCRA closures before the values can be
implemented for closure.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Through the DQO process all parties have
agreed to use Hanford Site Soil Background levels as one of the criteria
for action jevels. Also the Hanford Soil Background is listed as a
closure performance standard in the Hanford Facility RCRA Permit,
Section II. % 2. !
| .
‘ |
Deficiency. " The plan states that if concentrations exceed initial
action levels, health-based action levels will be assessed. This is not
consistent with cleah closure standards. It is expected that during the
next revision of the Dangerous Waste Regulations, WAC 173-303, that the
Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) will 'be incorporated into the closure
requirements. To date no guidance or policy has been issued allowing
this approach to be implemented durlng present c]osure act:v1tles

\
Requirement . If the concentration of waste a1 the site are below (or
reduced to) bdckgroumd levels for listed or characteristic wastes, or to
the designation limit for state- on]y\waste managed at the site, clean
closure will be achieved. | If the site is closed with wastg left in
place post- q]osure rpqu1r9ments will be lmposed

Page 21 of 64
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Comments/Resnonse

24.

6-1, 37

RL/WHC Response: In anticipating the incorporation of c]eanup levels
rather than environmental background levels, into the Washington State
Department Waste regulations, RL contend it is appropriate to use
health-based action levels. '

Ecology Response: Refer the action level to NOD-No | response.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Through the DQO proce$s act1qn levels were
defined and agreked to by all parties, as levels above the Hanford Site
s0il background levels identified in Hanford Site Backgraund Part 1,
S0il Background for Nonradioactive Analytes (DOE-RL 1993) and Model

Toxic Control Act (MTCA) (WAC 173-340) Hethoﬂ B Heve]s

Deficiency. This paragraph discusses the prnposed method to determine
cleanup levels. . It is said that the health-based levels will be based
on equations and exposure assumpt]ons presented in the Hanford Site
Baseline Risk Assessment Methodo]ogy (DOE/RL 199&8) This is not
appropriate.

Requirement. Health-based levels, if permutted for closure, are
determ1ned from MTCA.  See two previous: cmmmpnts |

RL/HHC Response: RL has attempted to establish a un1form health-based
cleanup standard for a range of land-use eventualities (Hanford Site
Baseline Risk Assessment Methodology [HSBRAM]; referenced in the closure
plan). Preparation of this standard is sanctioned by the Tri-Party |
Agreement process (Milestone number M-29-03), It is lntepded to provide
a risk assessment methodoloegy that is con,tstent'wlth current
regulations and guidance. The method was ‘developed specifically to
evaluated risk for CERCLA remedial investigations and RCRA facility
1nvest1gat1on§4 The health-based method of HSBRAM is similar to, and
cons1stent with 1he Model Tox1gs Control Aqt (MTCA [WAC 173- 3h0])

October 10, 1994
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NOTICE OF DEFICIEWCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments/Response

25.

6-1, 47

HSBRAM has been accepted by the EPA and Ecology generally at the Hanford
Site, and is consistent with the consensus of TPA project manager
meetings and Ecology's stagdards will repiace background in WAC 173-303.
HSBRAM is proposed in ‘the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit Demolition closure plan.

Ecology Response: HSBRAM has not yet been approved by Ecology. Only
some of the risk assessment requirements of the MTCA Cleanup Regulation
were incorporated in HSBRAM by DOE (see detail in the Memo from DOE to
George Hofer, US EPA, and Roger Stanley, WA State Department of Ecology,
dated May 5, 1993). Therefore, the health-based levels should be
substituted, where appropriate, with MTCA cleanup levels.

‘ .
Ecology/RL/WHC Reso]ution:'Through the DQO process all parties agreed
that to meet criteria for clean closure of the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit
Demolition Site, the soil sampling and analytical results must verify
that the levels of discarded explosive chemical products derived from
the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit Demglition Site operations are below action
levels. Agreed action levels are defined as levels above the Hanford
Site 5011 background levels identified in Hanford Site Background: Part
I, Soil Background for Nonradioactive Analytes and Model Toxic Control

- Act (MTCA) Method B levels.. :

deficiemcy.; The plan states that health-based levels will be based on
values that, are current at the time of approval of this closure plan.
‘ ! | | |
Requirement. Ecology must approve all health-based levels implemented
for closure. | ‘
o | ‘
RL/WHC Response: Please see page 6-1, line 44-47. The term "values" in
this sentence is referring to the oral reference dose and slope factors
obtained for the Integrated Risk Information: System (IRIS) (EPA 1991)
database, these values may change as IRIS is updated.
: ! ‘ |
| ) . i
i ] j i

October 10, 1994
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Comments/Response Concurrence

26.

27.

6~1, 50

6-2, 36

Ecology Response:. Concur.

Deficiency. This paragraph discusses remedial activities and
coordination with CERCLA remediation if it is determined that the action
levels are exceeded.

Requirement. CERCLA coordination is acceptable if the time frame and
other factors of remediation can be integrated with the RCRA closure.

But the comprehensive RCRA closure will not be deferred to, or preempted
by CERCLA remediation. If clean closure is not achieved, post -closure
requirements will be imposed, including requirements to assure reSIdual
contamination will be addressed during CERCLA remediation.

RL/WHC Response: ;Coordination is planned if clean closure is not
achieved. RL wouid keep Ecology informed on this integration process
whenever it occurred. Please clarify the statement that closure cannot
be deferred until -CERCLA remediation.

Ecology Response: Refer the action level to NOD No. 1 response. If

clean closure can not be achieved, postclosure requirements will be

required regardless whether CERCLA remediation is available or not at 1
that time. If the coordination between RCRA and CERCLA is planned fgr
postclosure care, ;provide an explicit schedule in the next revision. :

Ecology/RL./WHC Resolution: Through the DQO process all parties have
agreed to deve]op a phase two investigation if the soil amalysis results
were determined to be above action Uevels Text referring to the :
contrary has been: removed f:
Def1c1ency The plan states that "actions will be/or have been taken".
It is not clear which actions were conducted prior to preparatlon amd
approval of the closure plan.
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! Comments/Resnonse

28,

29.

6-2, 43

6-3, 20

Requirement. Actions prev1ous]y conducted must be distinguished in
order to evaluate the adequacy.

RL/WHC Response: Any action that has been already comp]eted will be
noted in the text.

Ecology Response: 'Concur with the correction.

Ecology/RL /WHC Reso]ut1on Text has been. rev1sed to note completion
dates of past activities.

Deficiency. This bullet states that the Hanford Site Baseline Risk
Assessment Methodology implements NAQ 173-304 (MICA).

Requirement. See comment 24. ;
RL/WHC Response: See comment responses Nos. 22 and 24.
Ecology Response: !See NOD Nos. 22 and 24 responses .

Ecology/RL/WHC Resclution: Reference to Hanford Site Baseline Risk
Assessment Hethodo]ogy has been removed from text.

Deficiency. The p?an states that the samp]es will be analyzed by an on-
site mobile laboratory capable of perform1ng to EPA Analytical level III

standards.

| | :
Requirement. See comment 2. |

" RL/WHC Response: See comment response No. 2.

Ecology Response: See NOD NoW Z response.

Octcber 10, 1994
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i
Comments/Resnonse

30.

31.

6-3, 34

7-1, 20

Ecology/Rl/HHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan references to
using the mobile laboratory will be removed. Offsite laboratories
capable of EPA analytical level IlI will be used for all soil samples.

Deficiency. The plan states that contam1nat10n at the 218-E-8 Borrow
Pit Demolition site is above the action level in the near-surface soils.
The term near-surface is not deflded or rationalized. It has not been
Justified why only near-surface sampling and analysis will be limited
only to surface contamination.

Requirement. Remova1 of deeper contamination may be coordinated with
CERCLA remediation, but investigation and planning can not be deferred.:
A plan will have to be developed and integrated into the closure plan.

RL/WHC Response: See comment response No. 44.

Ecology Response: Refer the action level to NOD No. 1 response. See

also NOD Nos. 44 and 45 responses. ‘ !
. | ‘ !

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Reference to “near-surface® contamination has

been removed from text. If levels of constituents of concern are above

action levels then a phase two investigation wiﬁ] be deve]dped by all

part1es concerned.
Requ1rement "Substantially free" needs to be quant1tat1ve}y def1hed

RL/NHC Response "Substantially free..." is defined in brackets on
lines;21-24. As th1¢ information c]early indicates, the context is
adm1n1strat1ve, not quant1tat1ve |

October 10, 1994
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NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Na. _Comments/Response

Ecology Response: Descrlbé the instruments and methodologies used in
the radiclogical survey in ord v to better understand the term
“substantially free."
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: The text will be revised to state that the
radiological survey was performed according to Health Physics procedures
manual (WHC-IP-0692.A). |

32. 7-1, 31 Requirement. Explain analytical Tevel III services as it applies to
this ciosure. Specify if the mobile laboratory meets level III
requirements. 1 | :

. |

RL/WHC ResponsF: See comment response No. 2.
Ecology Respon%e:: See NOD No. 2 resﬁonse.
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan references to
using the mobile laboratory w11W be removed. Offsite laboratories
capable of EPA analytical level III will be used for all soil samples.

33. 7-1, 33 Deficiency. The text states that portable f1e1d‘screen1ng instruments

will provide adequate information for devising and implementing
appropriate remedial action.

Requlrement Specify if further sampllng will be conducted if
constituents are found at s1gn1f1can§ concentrations.

RL/WHC Response: Text is mlsquoted . Text reads "... the data obtalned
from soil sampllng and analys1s (possibly supplemented by data optalned
with portable field screening instrumentation) will provide adequate
information for devising and implememting appropriate remedial action."

October 10,
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Comments/Response

34,

7-1, 42

Confirmatory sampling (i.e., more elaborate sampling) is proposed to
support a regulatory determination of ¢lean closure. There is no
technical need or justification for conducting "more elaborate sampling

and analysis" to support a remedla] action.

Ecology Response: The purpdse of the p]an is to close the demolition

- site rather than remediate it. In order to clean close the unit, the

contaminated soil or ground water should either be removed or
decontaminated, otherwise the postcloeure care is required. The soil
samp]lng and analysis should emphas1ze th1s

Ecology/RL/HHC Reso]utlon‘ fhrough the DQO process all parties have
agreed to develop a phase two investigation if the soil analysis results
were determined to be above action levels. Text referring to the
contrary has been removed.

Deftcwency The closure plan states 1hat 1t s necessary to have a

genera] understanding of explosives and detonations in order to create a

su1tab1e soil sampling and anaiysis scheme., This is misleading because
the major component of the waste detonated was a corrosive, Phosphoric

Acid, which is non- -combustible land noniexp1051ve When the cetonation

event occurred this waste was probab]y dlspersed over a larger area.

Requ1rement Provide a discussion of the characterlstzcs, impact of

" thermal treatment and f1na] d1sp051t1On o% the Phosphoric Ac1d in

addition to the dlscu551on presented

| ‘ ;
RL/WHC Response: Thermal treatment of phosphoric acid did not occur at
the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit sitk. Treatment of phosphoric acid at the 218
E-8 Borrow Pit site was identified in Rev. 0 of the closure plan based
on erroneous reporting in the WHC Environmental Protection Surveillance
and Compliance Inspection Reports. As 1nd1Fated by WHC personnel in the

October 10, 1994
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Comments /Response Concurrence

35.

36.

7-2, 28

7-2, 35

: !
Unit Managers' Meetings (UMM) of April 15, 1993!and May 12, 1993, the
inventory is being amended' phosphoric acid will be deleted.

Ecology Response: Due to suspect r*port1ng and- record keeping of wastes
managed at the site, Appendix IX anf1y>1s of 40 CFR part 264 will be
required at this unit. .

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: The 1nventory has been corrected and approved
by all parties. Text has been revised to reflect accepted inventory.

A1l parties agree that Appendix IX dnaHys1s of 40 CFR part 264 will not
be required at this unit.

Note. This paragraph d1scusses the pos 51b11ity'for the generation of
by-products from the detonation event. ‘

Requirement. Incorporate regu]atedlprqducts 1nﬂo the analyte list.

RL/WHC Response: See comment responsb|No 20.
Ecology Response: See NOD No. 20 response

N |
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Through the 'DQO process al] sampling and
analytical concerns were resolved. CQmst1tupnts of concern and
analytical methods were identified and agreed t¢ by all parties. The
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) pravides details on specific
agreements. Table 4-2 will 1list detonation materials.

Note. This paragraph discusses the potentlaH dispersion of waste from
the detonation event. This factor wlll influence the final definition
of the boundary. ' i

Requirement. Modify text to reflect this consideration.
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Comments/Response Loncurrence

37.

38.

7-2, 49

7-3,

11

RL/WHC Response: See comment response No. 44,
Ecology Response: See MOD Nos. 44 and 45 responses.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolwtlon Through the DQD process all sampling and
analytical concerns were resolved, which included sampling locations and
boundaries. Constituents of concern and analytical methods werao
identified and agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling and ﬂna]ysis
Plan (SAP) for spec1f1c agreements. Table 4-2 lists detonation.
materials. ! | _

Deficiency. This sectian refers to the waste inventory list which is
inadequate. j |
Requirement. It must account for all dangerous wastes detonated or
generated from the detonation at the site.

RL/WHC Response: See comment respohse No: 17.
Ecology Response: See ﬁOD No. 17 response.
. o . |

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: The inventory has been approved by a1l
parties. Text has been revised to ref]ect accepted inventory 1

Note. It is stated that the concenirat1ons of any dangerous waste
co?st1tuents that may remain in the soil after closure would probably
exist in very low concentrations.

Requirement. Specify whether the mobile Taboratory will or will not be
able to detect such concentrations.
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Commenis/Response Concurrence

39.

7-3, |

RL/WHC Response: Taken out of context, terms such as "low" or "very
low" do not have quantitative significance. The intent of the cited
statement in context, as indicated in the sentence that follows in the
text, is to justify a conservative approach to initial sampling and
analysis (as opposed to, for example, doing level I field screening
initially). Method detection limits are identified on pages 7-8 and
7-9. | :

Ecology Response:

a. If initial samples at level II (EAL) indicate a "no action,"
|onf1rmatory level III analyses will have to be done to verify th]s
alternative. .

b. For every fifth sample, a split has to be taken and sent off for
level III analyses. This will help determine validity of level KI
analyses. as well as give some ICP/AA metals analyses.

\

Ecoiogy/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan references to
using the mobile laboratory will be removed. Offsite laboratories
capable of EPA analytical level III will be used for all soil sampies.
Also through the DQO process all sampling and analytical concerns were
resolved. Constituents of concern and analytical methods were identified
and agreed to by all parties. See the Sampﬂxng and Analysis Plan (SAP)
for specific agreements .
Deficiency. Portab1e|fieﬂd screening instruments are considered level
H, not level I or II. ‘ |

|
Requ1rement - Modify text to ref]ect this (onsiderat1on

|

RL/HHC RPsponse Accepted. See cpmment response No. 2.

| ' i \
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Mo. Comments/Response Concurrence

Ecology Response: Concur with the correction. See also NOD:No. 2
response.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Offsite laboratories capable of EPA
analytical level III will be used for all soil samples. Reference to the ‘
use of portable fieid screening instruments will be removed.

40. 7-3, 43 Deficiency. It is not specified how it was determined that this was the
only compound from the Toxic Characteristics List.

Requirement. Provide a thorough discussion of this determinhtion

RL/WHC Response: Text|makes no reFerence to the Toxic Chara|terlst1Ls
List. Rather, the text refers to EPA's Target Compound List: (TCL). The
TCL was created by EPA for use in the Contract Laboratory Program (CLP).
The TCL was formerly referred to as the Hazardous Substance [.ist. The
1ist contains organic compounds that are quantitated during Superfund
site remediations. Currently, many gas chromatograph/mass spectromeiers
are internally calibrated for these compounds. It was determined that
methyl ethyl ketone is the only TCL compound present by compdr1ng the
items in Table 7-1 against the items include on the TCL. ‘

Ecology Response:

al A list from SW-846 shou]d be uged instead of TCL from CLP

‘ |
b! Address the deficiency about how methyl ethyl ketone was determlne
td be only compound from TCL 1ist presgmt at site.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Through the DQ0O process all samp]fng and
analytical concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern anm
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4]1.

42.

7-4, 1

7-4, 18

analytical methods were ﬂdent1f1ed and agreed to by all parties. See the
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for specific agreements.

Deficiency. There 1s‘concern for on-site calibration of instruments.
Is it conceivable #hat the instruments may be less sensitive because of
local contamination?

! : |

Lo
Requirement. Provide a discussion to demonstrate that this concern
has/or will be addressed.

RL/WHC Response: The c1tat10n discusses preparation or acquisition of
solutions that would be used as calibration standards (i.e., for
equipment such as gas' chromatograph, and GC/MS devices}). These types of
devices are virtually always c¢]|brated on site, because most of them
are filxed equipment. Calibration will be managed and controlled per EAL
technical and operatlhg procedures. All proposed EAL analytical
procedures, will be submitted to Ecology for review and approval in
advance of sampling. These types of devices are virtually always
calibrated in p]acq, 1nsqfar as they generally are fixed equipment.

Eco]ogy Response: ‘Concur

Ecology/RL/HHC Reso1u11on Throughout the closure plan references to
using -the mobile 01511e laboratory will be removed. Offsite
lTaboratories capab]e of EPA analytical level III will be used for all
soil samples. | i' |

Def1c19ncy The exc]us1on of Sod1um Azide and the N1trate ion from the
target ana]yte 11st is not approﬁr1ate

Requirement. Revise the samp11ng and analysis p]an to reflect WAC 173-
303 regulation of these substances, Sodium Azide and the Nitrate 1on

October 10, 1994
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43.

7-4, 28

which is not environmentally benign at certain concentrations, and any
regulated decomposition products shall be incorporated into the sampling
and analysis plan.

Note. Due to the potential for implementing MTCA standards in the
future, it may be advisable to address MTCA standards for these
substances.

RL/WHC Response: Thermal treatment of sodium azide at the 218 E-8
Borrow Pit site was erroneously reported in WHC Environmental Protection
Surveillance and Compliance Inspection Reports. As indicated by WHC
personnel at the UMMs of April 15, 1993 and May 12, 1993, the inventory
is being amended: sodium azide will be deleted. After proposed
modifications, the waste inventory no longer shows that any nitrogen-
cunta1n1ng compounds were treated at the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit site.
Cmnsequently, RL and WHC do not propose to analyze samp]es for n1trate
ions.

ECo]ogy Response: Refer to NOD No 34 responsé

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: The 1nventory has been corrected and ' approvpd
by all parties. Text has been revised to reflect acuepted inventory.
Also through the DQ0 process all sampling and analytical concerns were
resolved. Constituents of concern hnd analytical methods were identified
and agreedi to by all parties. See the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)
for specific agreements. A1l parties agree that Appendix IX ana]ys1s of
40 CFR part 264 will not be requ1red at this unit.

D&flc1ency; Phosphoric Acid con315ted of 87% of the total QUantity mf
wastes detonated at the site (Table 4-1). Because the acid is neither
combustible nor shock-sensitive, it was probably dlspersed rather thmn
treated by the detonation. ”

i



No.

218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1 October 10, 1994

NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

Comments/Response

44,

7-4, 38

_incorporated into the sampling and analysis p]an

Requirement. The acid and any regulated decomposition preducts shall be

Note. Consult the Dangerous Waste regulations (NAC 173+303) for proper
waste designation procedures and {(the Model Toxic Control Act, WAC 173-
340, for potential) cleanup standards.

RL/WHC Response: See comment retponse No 34,

Ecology Response: Refer to NOD WO 34 response. .
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: The 1mventory has been corretted and approved
by all parties. Text has been revised to reflect accepted inventory.
Also through the DQO process all sampling and analytical concerns were
resolved. Constituents of concern and analytical methods were identified
and agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)
for specific agreements. Al1 parties agree that Appendix IX ana]ysus of
40 CFR part 264 will not - be requ1red at this unit.

Requ1rement The sampllng design must be evaluated by a Stat1St1Cﬂdn
prior to conducting any work to determine if the samp]lng and analyses
are adequate to determine extent of codtam1nat1on
Add a provision for bias sampling in areas of visual contam1natlon, ‘down
wind areas, and deeper 1m pit areas 1n add1t1on to random sampling.

RL/WHC Response | Current commitments call for RL and WHC to sample and
analyze the near-surface! spils uang the EAL for analytical support. The
EAL (ana]yt1ca? Level 11} generally provides method detection 1limit .
capabilities in the low PPM rangd which should compare favorably with
proposed action limits fur the ana]ytes of lntervst b

Page 35 of 64
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If the initial round of sampling should indicate that any of the

analytes of interest in Table 7-1 are present at concentrations

exceeding proposed action levels, then supplemental sampling will be
undertaken. A new sampling arrangement would be developed for
supplemental sampling, working outward from the "hot spat" locations
identified previously. The suppTementa] sampling plan would be reviewed
in advance with Ecology. Field'screening methods may be applied for
supplementary sampling. If RL and WHC should propose field screening
methods (analytical Level I) subp]ementa] sampting, demonstrations would
be provided that the screening method(s) of choice offer adequate
sensitivity to detect the analyte(s) of interest at'concentrations that
are statistically significantly lower then correspond?ng'act1on
level{s). If it is determined that field screening methods are not
applicable, samp]1ng and analysis would be carried out by the same
methods proposed for initial sanling (i.e., ana]vtmca] Leve1 II.

Supplemental sampling of the nedr-surface soils (i e. the uppermost

2 ft interval) would be extended outward from “hot spots" until the
extent of contaminated soil is ¢ompletely defined| irrespective of the
initial sampling aryangement. The volume of cont$m1nated soil (i.e.,
5011 with contaminant concentrations exceeding negot1ated action levels)
would be removed in 2-ft thick tayer, as discussed in Section 7.3.
Afterwards, thé newﬁy exposed ground surface would be resampled for

‘ver1f1cat1on purposes (an¢iyt1ca1 level IHI) The verification samp1ing

pian would be ireviewed in: ddvanCe with Ec¢1ogy If the newly exposed
soil also is contaminated, the lateral extent of ¢ontamination would be
determ1ned by sampling as above, and additional soil would be removed in
2-ft Tifts as necessary. 'This process of ;sampling and soil removal
wou]d‘be repeated as often as nicessary to achieve the objective of
(1ean‘clo§ure A f}nal round of confirmatory sampling (ﬁna]yt1ca1
ﬂeVel‘III) is proposed tolduppor& a rvgu1atory determ1natlon of clean

| ) : ‘
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Comments/Response

closure. As in other ca#es, the confirmatory sampling plan would be
reviewed in advance with Ecology.

RL and WHC believe that .contamination at the demolition sites (if
present) is shallow and of limited lateral extent. The proposed plan
seeks to Timit the amount of sampling and associated expense in the
event that this view is correct. RL and WHC are aware that the approach
involves some risk-taking and cost, consequences in the event that
contamination is extensive and a relatively elaborate cleanup effort is
required. The closure plan includes contingencies (outlined above) for
working outward and downward in thp soil column if contamination is
discovered. RL and WHC believe that plan offers sufficient
contingencies to ensure that the pTan will be responsive to Ecology's
regulatory interests in any event regarding the specific nature and
extent of contamination at the site.

Regarding statistical evaluation of the plan: The draft plan was
reviewed by a qualified statistician.

Regarding areas of visual contamination: There are no visibly
contaminated areas. As discussed in Section 3.0, the sites were
inspected immediately after demot1t1on events, and any visibly
contaminated areas were cleaned up.

Regarding biased sampling_in the.down—wind direction: Work rules in
place at the time prohibited conducting demolition activities when wind
speeds exceeded 35 mph (i.e., it is generally know that none of the
demolition events occurred at the times when winds exceeded 35 mph}.
Participants at the demolition everits believe that wind condition never

“actually exceeded 10-15 mph, although written records of weather

condition were not kept.; RL and WHC believes that cont1nqenc1es in the

existing plan are suff}cnpnt to 1dent1fy distortions in contaminant

October 10, 1994
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distribution due to wind dispersal wmthout modifications to the proposed
arrangement for 1n1t1a] sampling. {\

Regarding Eco]ogy S expressed interest in extending sanpjﬁnq deeper in
pit areas: It is unlikely that contaminants were driven into the ground
by the demotition activities. It is far Tikelier that chemical reaction

products and any unreacted residues were released into ithe air (the

unconfined direction in terms of thé forces and pressure involved).
Because contamination (if any) would have been a surface condition
initially, the existence of sub-surface contamination (if any) would
have been brought abeout by factors $uch as solution and teaching. RL
and WHC believes that contingencies in the existing plan are sufficient
to identify residual sub-surface contam1nat1on If the upPErmost 2 ft
of the soil column is shown not to contain contaminant concentrations at
or near to action levels, then RL and WHC do not agree there is a
legitimate concern that higher conceéntration of contamlnates‘traceab1e
to the subject activities could exist at greater depths. It is not a
reasonable expectation that contaminants could somehow be driven 12 ft
into the ground as the result of the activities descrlbed in the closure
plan. - ; |
‘ ! .

Extensive research hdS been conducted at the Hanford Site kegard1ng
moisture evapotranspiration of soil moisture and infiltration (recharge)
through the vadose zone. It has' genera]ly been determined, with some
exceptions for isolated locations where the near-surface soils are
extremely coarse, that wetting fronts geneyally do not penetrate to
depths exceeding aboyt 4 feet. Sampling to a depth of 12 feet would
require working with either a hollow-stem auger rig or a backhoe.
Either option represents a major; departure (in terms of time and cost)
from the proposed plan. To attempt to resolve this issue, RL and WHC
would propose to sample to a depth of 4 feet at the open cnrc]ed
locations shown in Figures 7-1 in the plan. RL and WHC.also would be

| : | |

October 10, 1994
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Comments/Response Concurrence

willing to offer to resample at extended depths at any location where
initial sampling results indicate that contaminants are present at or
close to proposed action levels.

Ecology Response: Concur with EAL as analytical support io the
investigative phase (level III). See additional requirements for EAL in
NOD No. 38. Refer action Timit (level) to NOD No. 1 response.

The closure should proceed to achieve the performance standard of WAC
173-303-610(2) rather than be restricted by proposed plan. Adjusting
sampling depth according to the initial sampling results is considered
acceptable. However, initial biased sampling to 12 ft was required for
at lteast 30% of the proposed sampling locations. It has to include the
two samq]ing Tocations. near the geometric center of the site. -
Otherwise, experimental and/or theoretical demonﬁtrations must be
furnished to show that the penetration depth of the waste explasives and
byproducts from the detonation process and following precipitations is
tess than 12 ft under the specific geological conditions of the
detonation sites. '
.

Biased sampling in the down-wind direction will also be required unless
experimental and/or theoretical demonstrations can be furnished to show
that the migration distance of the waste explosives and the byproducts
is negligible assuming that the wind speed is less than and/or equal to
35 mph. | i

} | ' ‘ i i
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Through the DQ0 process all sampling and
analytical concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and
analytical methods were identified and agreed to by all parties. See the
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for specific agreements. .
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45.

46.

7-4, 48 Deficiency. Due to the heterogenous nature of the waste detonated at

7-5, 5

the site, and the fact that materials may have been driven to
considerable depths from the explosion, contaminants are not likely to
be evenly distributed. One surface sample from the approximate center
is not adequate. i

Requirement. Samp11hq will have to be conducted not only at the
surface, but also at substantial depth under the S]te Refer to

prev10us comment .

Note. The small amount of samples proposed in this section does not
appear to warrant the;us% of a mobile laboratory.

RL/WHC Re§ponse: See comment response No. 44.
o ‘ !
Eco]ogy Résponse: ‘Seg-NOD No. 44 response.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolutiori: Through the DQO process all sampling and
ana]yt1ca1 concerns were ‘resolved. Number of samples and samples
locatloms were identified and agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling
and Analya1s Plan (SAP) for spec1f1c agreements.

Deficiency. It is.stated that surﬂace sampling w1|1 be conduced at two
Tocations. This is 1nadequate |

Requ1remeﬁt At each: samm11ng location, sampling and analysis for
organics tLhouﬂd be conducted at a minimum for both the top 1ayer and the
next wnder]ylng layer, |

RL/WHC Respomse As |nd1cated in Lines 30- 33 of the samb page, the
purpose! of the two surfacle samples is to evaluate rhe adequacy of the
proposed arrangement. If residual contaminants are not identifiable in
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47.

‘the two surface (0-6 in.) samples to be taken as identified on line 5,

then RL and WHC does not propose to sample and analyze this interval at
the other locations. The two locations were selected to be near the
geometric center of the site where the highest concentrations of
residual contamination (if any) would be expected to be occur.

Ecology Response: According to RL/WHC's response to NOD No. 72, the
detonation pit at the site is not physically identifiable now, which
means the depression has been refilled by outside materials. Thus,
sampling in the soil from 0-6 in. may not even reacH the true bottom of
the demolition site. Revise the sampling scheme to accommodate a
solution. -

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution:. Through the DQ0 process all sampling and
analytical concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and
analytical methods were identified and agreed to by all parties. It was
agreed by all parties that wind blown depos1ts would be removed before
sampling and :that a pit the same size as theloriginal blasting pit would
be excavated before sampling took place. See the Samp11ng and Analysis
Plan (SAP) for specific agreements

Deficiency. The text states that the soil samp11ng w11] occur to a
depth of 18 inches be]ow grade at six inch 1ntervals
Requirement. ' In add1t1on at each sampling locat1on,‘samp11ng and
analysis for -organics will be conducted for both the‘top layer and the
next underlying layer. :
RL /WHC ReSponse: The text' does mot indicate that samples will be taken
at 6-in. intervals. Text specifies that one sample will be taken from
the 6-18 in. iinterval. Sampling will be carried out in conformance with
EI1 5.2 {(as indicated on line 24). A1l previous RCRA sampling at

| ‘ ‘

October 10, 1994
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48.

7-5, 38

Hanfaord has been performed per this procedure since the procedure was
promulgated in 1989. Ecology has regularly approved plans that specify
sampling per this procedure. There are no provisions in Eil 5.2 for
management of soil that is removed prior to sampling. The soil would
not be removed beyond the immediate vicinity of the sample location.

Ecology Response:

a. EILI 5.2 only discusses soil samp1ing methodologies. In other words,
it does not set criteria for sampling depths and intervals but rather to

take the samples. | B

b. Hdnd]ing of removed soil is not adequately addressed. A method,
such as covering the removed soil or piling it, should be given.

€. Address the requirements.

Eco]ody/RL/HHc Resolution: Through the DQ0 process all sampling and
analytical concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and
analytical methods were identified and agreed to by all parties. The
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) pinpoints sampling locations as well as
specific depth of sampling. Handling of soil samples ark briefly
discussed in section 7.2.3.1, in Chapter 7 of the closure plan.

o ‘ ‘
Note. ' One kilogram equals 2.2 pounds, not 2 pounds. Also, pounds is a
unit of weight not volume.
\ I .
RL/WHC Response: Accepted.
‘ '

\ ‘ |
Ecology Response: Concur with the correction.

October 10, 1994
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Comments/Response

49.

50.

7-5, 49

7-6, 3

' \
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Section of text stating amount of soil samp1e

required has been removed.

Deficiency. Quantitation Timits implemented as action levels must be
Justified. : |
Suggestion. Modify Table 4-1 to incorporate columns specifying the
action level associated with potential contaminants and the basis for
such levels. For example, are specific action Tevels established from
background measurements, detection limits, etc.

RL/WHC Response: The citation does not state that quantitation limits
would be implemented as action levels. RL and WHC does not propose
quantitation limits as action levels in any case. Action levels will be
prepared for inclusion in Section 6.0 of Revas1on I. Proposed action
levels will be health based values. |

Ecology Response: Refer action level to NOD No. 1 response

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolut1on Through the DQO process act1om levels were
defined and agreed to by all parties, as Tevels above thel Hanford Site
soil background levels identified in Hanford Site Background: Part 1,
Soil Background for Nonradioactive Analytes (DOE-RL 1993)1 and Model
Toxic Control Act (MTCA) (WAC 173-340) Method B levels.

Peflc1ency Action levels must be determined prior to samp11ng and
analysis. The text should mention when action levels will be proposed
and contaminant levels will be compared against proposed action levels.
ore information is needed on the site backgroumd threshold values. At
Eresent the Hanford Soil Background Study is going on, and as far as we
now, we have yet to receive the final values for var1ou3'organics and
inorganic of concern. ‘ L

October 10, 1994
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51.

7-6, 11

Requirement. Modify the text to correct deficiencies. See comment 22.

RL/WHC Response: Regarding action levels, refer to NOD No. 49 comment
response. Fegarding the Hanford Site-wide soil background study, refer
to NOD No. 22 comment response.

Ecology Response: Refer action level to NOD No. 1 response and Hanford
Site-wide 5011 background to NOD No. 22 response. .

Ecology/RL/HHC Resolution: Through the DQO process, act on levels were ,
defined and agreed to by all partﬂes 'as levels above the Hanford Site
soil background levels identified in Hanford Site Background: Part 1,
Soil Background for Nonradioactive Analytes (DOE-RL 1993 ) and Model
Toxic Control Act (MTCA) (HAC 173-340) Method B levels.

Defﬂc1ency Preparatory procedures ]ack detail and sample preparation
is neg]ected :

Requirement. Modify the text accordingly. i

|
RL/WHC Response: Al1-proposed EAL anglytical methods, including
information on sample preparation, will be submitted to Ecology for
review and approval in advance of samp11ng The requested information
is not available at this time.

Ecology Response: Reject. Informat1on requested must be provided.
Inc@rporate into closure before swbmlttlng revision 2. |

\
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan r@ferences to
using the mobile onsite laboratory will be removed. Offsite
laboratories capable of EPA analytical, level III will be’ u$ed for alil
soil samples. |
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52.

53.

7-6, 35 Deficiency. Supercritical fluid extraction (SFE) is not appropriate

7-6, 38

because it has yet to be approved for use.

Requirement. Revise text to refliect the use of approved methods of
sampling and analysis.

RL/WHC Response: Ecology's concern is noted. All proposed EAL
analytical methods, including SFE, will be submitted to Ecology for
review and approval in advance of sampling.

Ecology Response: Analytical methods must be submitted with closure
ptan. The closure plan can not be approved unless this information is
reviewed in the context of the closure plan.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan references to
using the mobile onsite laboratory will be removed. Offsite
laboratories capable of EPA analytical level III will be used for ali.
soil samples. Through the DQO process all sampling and analytical
concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and analytical methods
were identified and agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling and
Analysis Plan (SAP) for specific agreements. :

Deficiency. X-ray fluorescence is not an approved method for metals
characterization. It is only to be used as an in-field method to
determine sampling 10ca§ions or areas of contamination.

Requirement. Revise text to reflect the use of approved methods of
sampling and analysis.
|

RL/WHC Response: Eco]ojy's concern is noted. All proposed EAL

analytical methods, including XRF, will be submitted to Ecology for

review and approval in advance of sampling. Additionally, the text of
|

October 10, 1994
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54.

7-6, 45

Comments/Response

Revision 1 will describe the EAL as an analytical Level II laboratory
(see NOD No. 2 comment response), and will propose XRF as an analytical
Level II application.

Ecolegy Response: Ana]ytida] methods must be submitted with the closure
plan. The closure plan can not be approved unless this information is
reviewed in the context of the closure plan.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan references to
using the mobile onsite laboratory will be removed (including the use of
XRF). Offsite laboratories capable of EPA analytical level III will be
used for all soil samples. Through the DGO process all sampling and
analytical concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and
analytical methods were identified and agreed to by all parties. See the
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for specific agreements.

Deficiency. The discussioﬁ aof the configuration of serﬂes does not
address potential impacts on analyticali results (i.e., burn off organics
before analyzing for them) fﬂom variations /in the configuration.

Requirements. Address the influence oﬁ‘tﬁe configuration of the series
on the analytical results. |

RL/WHC Response: Accepted. ", . .in seriies." should read”...in

parallel." L

\ :
| I, . : :
Ecology Response: Since a gas chromatograph unit can only do one test
at each specific time, give a more detailed explanation about the
"parallel" staff.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan references to
using the mobile onsite laboratory will be removed. Offsite
| ' . : , |

October 10, 1994
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55.

56.

7-6, 47

7-6, 50

laboratories capable of EPA analytical level III will be used for all
s0i] samples. Through the DQO process all sampling and analytical
concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and analytical methods
were identified and agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling and
Analysis Plan (SAP) for specific agreements.

Detection 1imits for Volatile Organics in ground water is 10 micrograms
per liter according to SW-846.

Requirement.  Address why the detection limit presented here is
significantly higher.

|

RL/WHC Response: Detection limit in text of 100 micrograms per
Kilograms is for soil. Method detection Timits for water and soil are
not interchangeable. S

Ecology Response: In SW-846-8240 (VOA method using GO/MS), volatile
compounds analyzed vary in detegtion limits from compound to compound.
The response only recognizes th¢ highest DL.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Through the DQO process all sampling and
analytical concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and
analytical méthods were identified and agreed to by all parties. Sample
analysis will be performed by an offsite laboratories capable of EPA
analytical level III. .

Deficiency. Procedures for galibration of analytical equipment is said
to be based on mobile 1ab and published EPA procedures. The concern is
that combining the, procedures cquld allow for manipulation of
performance and not be consistent wﬂth EPA requirements.
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57.

7-7, 26

Requirement. Provide supporting evidence that these procedures will be
consistent with EPA requirements. |

RL/WHC Response: Ecology's concern is ﬂoted. All proposed EAL
analytical methods, will be submitted to Ecology for review and approval
in advance of sampling.

Ecology Response: Analytical procedures must be submitted with c]dsure
plan. The closure plan can not be approved unless this information is
reviewed in the context of the closure plan.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan references to
using the mobile onsite laboratory will be removed. Offsite
laboratories capable of EPA analytical level III will be used for all
soil samples. Through the DQO process all sampling and analytical
concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and analytical methods
were identified and agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling and
Analysis Plan (SAP) for specific agreements.

Deficiency. Using unapproved methods may Tead to unacceptable data.

Suggestipn. Do not rely solely on this'procedure. See comment 52{
RL/WHC Response: Ecology's concern is noted. All proposed EAL |
analytical methods, including SFE, will 'be submitted to Ecology for
review and approval in adwance of sampling.

Ecology Response: Analytical procedures must be submitted with closure
plan. The closure plan can not be approved unless this information is
reviewed in the context of the closure plan.

October 10, 1994
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58.

71-7, 34

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan references to
using the mobile onsite laboratory will be removed. Offsite
laboratories capable of EPA analytical level III will be used for all
soil samples. Through the DQ0 process all sampling and analytical
concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and analytical methods
were identified and agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling and
Analysis Plan (SAP) for specific agreements. '

Deficiency. X-ray fluorescence is not an approved method for metals
characterization. It is only to be used as an in-field method to
determine sampiing locations or areas of contamination.

‘ :
Also the atomic number of Sodium is 11 and Phosphorous is 15. If the
detection limit is atomic number 11, that is too close to target values
and may introduce significant error in the analytical data.

Requirement. Revise text to reflect the use of 'approved methods of
sampling and analysis. Consider contaminants wheh selecting analytical
methods. ‘ ; e |

RL/WHC Response: Phosphorus is not a proposed analyte of interest in
Table 7-1. Otherwise, Ecology's concern is noted' in general. All
proposed EAL analytical methods, incltuding XRF, will be submitted to
Ecology for review and approval in advance of sampling. 'Additionally,
the text of Revision 1 will describe the EAL as ap analytical Level II
Taboratory (see NOD No. 2 comment response), and will propose XRF as an

analytical Level II application. | |

Ecology Réspbnse: See NOD Nos. 53 and 34 respoﬁses.

Ecotogy/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan réferences to
using the mobile onsite laboratory and it's EPA 'analytical II
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GComments/Response

59.

7-7, 39

instrumentation capabilities will be removed. Offsite laboratories
capable of EPA analytical level III will be used.for all soil samples.
Through the DQO process all sampling and analytical concerns were
reésolved. Constituents of concern and analytical  methods were identified
amd agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)
far spech1c agreements. '

Def1c1enty Detection ‘1imits for target RCRA metals are set to 20
micrograms per gram. Do theése detection limits meet the Dangerous Waste
requireménts of background Tevels for characteristic and listed wastes
and designation limits for state only wastes? :
- ; \
Requiremént. Compare the detection 11m1ts with the WAC 173-303 \
regulatory levels.

RL/WHC Response: Citation is to a paragraph that provides general
information on the XRF method. This NOD comment is moot because there
are no metal analytes of interest for the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit Site and no
XRF analyses are proposed (see Table 7-1).

H | .
Ecology Response: Whether it is for general information or reality, the
description should be as accurate as possible, otherwise it may send the
wrong messages to the public. Furthermore, if the statement is not
related to the document, delete it. Don't just copy it from other
demolition closure plans. ; : |
Eculogy/RL/HHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plaﬁ references to
using the mobile onsite laboratory and it's EPA analytical Il
instrumentation capabilities will be removed. Offsite laboratories

~capable of EPA analytical level III wiil be used ‘for all soil samples.

Through the DQO process all sampling and analytical concerns were
resolved. Constituents of concern and analytical ‘methods wero jdentified
| ‘ 1
|
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Comments/Response

60.

61.

7-7, 44

/-8, 16

and agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)
for specific agreements.

Deficiency/Requirement. See previous comment.

RL/WHC Response: Citation is to a paragraph that provides general

“information on the IC analyses. This NOD comment is moot because there

are no ion analytes of interest for the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit Site and no
IC analyses are proposed (see Table 7-1).

Ecology Response: | See NOD No. 59 response.

‘ |
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan references to
using the mobile onsite laboratory and it's EPA analytical Il
instrumentation capabilities will be removed. Offsite laboratories
capable of EPA analytical tevel III will be used for all soil samples.
Through the DQO process all sampling and analytical concerns were
resolved. Constituents of concern and analytical methods were identified
and agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)
for specific agreements.

0 )
Deficiency. The on-site mobile laboratory's capabilities are not
equivalent to analytical level III. Verification analysis must be
performed by EPA level III criteria (SH 846), which can only be
performed by an EPA certified laboratory. The mobile Tab provides only
level II analyses.
| . ) ) | '

Requ1rement Unless certified, the mobile ‘1ab should only' be used to
aid in determining samp11ng 1ocat1ons and p]ume mapping dur1ng
remediation. ‘
RL/HHC|Response:‘\Accepted. See comment response No. 2.

| \
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62.

63.

7-8, 52

7-9, 10

Ecology Response: See NOD No. 2 response.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan references to
using the mobile onsite l1aboratory and it's EPA anaIytica] II
instrumentation capabilities will be removed. Offsite laboratories
capable of EPA analytical level III will be used for all soil samples.
Through the DQ0 process all sampling and analytical. concerns were
resa]ved Constituents of concern and analytical methods were identified
and .agreed to by all parties. See the Samp]ing and Ana]ysts Plan (SAP)

for specific ‘agreements.
|

Requirement. ' On-site mobile laboratory ca11bratlon procedures must be
fully comp]lant with EPA requirements.

RL/WHC Response: Accepted. See comment respohse‘No. 2.

Ecology Respanse: Concur.

’ i
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan references to |
using the mobile onsite laboratory and it's EPA analytical II
instrumentation capabilities will be removed. Offsite laboratories
capable of EPA analytical level III will be used ﬁoﬁ all soil samples.:
Through the DQO process all sampling and analytical iconcerns were
resolved. Coﬂst1tuents of concern and analytical methods were identified
and agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling ane Analysis Plan (SAP)
for specific agreements ' o

Deficiency. ;Ca11brat1on of "instruments only once a day, or shift, may
introduce significant error. Calibration may be affected by vary1ng
environmental conditions throughout the day, such as a change in
temperature or humidity.
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Comments/Response

64.

7-10, 33

Requirement. Calibration schedules must fespond to ambient
environmental fluctuations.

RL/WHC Response: The intent of RL and WHC on the issue of calibration
is to conform to the statements appearing on page 7-B, lines 50, and
Section 7A-6 of the QAPjP. .The sentence on page 7-9, lines 10- 12 will
be eliminated from Revision 1 to avoid any potentiallconflict or the
appearance of conflict between these statements.

Ecology Response: Concur. ! 3\

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: The Quality Assurance and the Qua11ty Control
sections of Chapter 7 was deemed repetitious with the Quality Assurance
Project Plan in Appendix 7A and therefore removed. Offsite laboratories
capable of EPA ana]ytica] 1eye1 ITI will be used for all soil samples.

Requirement. A11 clean c]osure sample data' should be comp1]ed in
Contract Laboratory Procedure (CLP) format.' Consult'SW-846, chapter 1,
for\guudance on the forms which Ecology wp]1 accept. .

RL/WHC Response: The text a1ready Cites bw -846, Chapter 1 for gu1dance
on documentation (see Lines 45 -46) . CLP format is not a requirement of
WAC 1173-303.

1 ! ' 3 Lo
Lcology‘Responsef It is true that WAC 173-303 does not require the CLF
format. But, since the RCRA unit is also located within a CERCLA !
operable unit, the CLP format will be requifed in the remedial action by
CERGLA. It is advised, therefore, that the test results should be not
Hess than 10% CLP del1verab]9 SW-846. :

lcm1ogy/RL/HHC Resolution: Thrmugh the DQQ process all sampling and
Anmlytlra1 concerns were resn]ved COnst1tuents of concern and
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analytical methods were identified and agreed to by all part1e$ WHC
should receive stand alone SW-846 sample data packages in a format
comparable te CLP format.

\
Deficiency. WAC 173-303-610 is not included in the citations tohsu1ted
for the development of soil cleanup action levels.

Requirement. To be considered clean closure, 5011 contamlnatton\must be
less than or equal to background or designation limits for stafe only
wastes. If soil contamination concentrations are greater than'those
stated, they would be considered a modified Tandfill closure. This
wouid require compliance with reduced landfill requlrements Also, see
comment 23. . C

RL/WHC Response: See comment response Nos. 23:and 24.
Ecology Response: Refer action level to NOD No. 1 response Refer
HSBRAM to NOD No. 24 response. Refer post- closdre care to NOD Nos !
19(b) and 76 lresponse. : u
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Through the DQO- process all parties agreed
that to meet criteria for clean closure of the 218 E-& Borrow Pit
Demolition Site, the soil sampling and analytical results must ver1fy
that the levels of discarded explosive chem1ca1'products derived from
the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit Demolition Site operations are below action
levels. Agreed action levels are defined as levels above the Hariford
Site soil background levels identified in Hanford Site Background: Part
1, Soi] Background for Nonradioactive Analytes and Model Toxic Control
Act (HWCA) Hethod B 1eve1s

Defi<1§ncy The determination of sampling 1ocathons by using random
algorithm for initial characterization as spec1f19d 1n section | 7.2.3 1‘
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Comments/Response Concurrence

67.

7-12, 31

acceptable. But the location of sampling points for calculation of the
volume of contaminated soil demands a systematic protocoi. Sampling
plans with well defined grid spacing, locations, etc. might vary .
depending on the results obtained in the initial characterization.

Requirement. The sampling ptan will require approval prior to
implementation. -

RL/WHC Response: Accepted.
Ecology Resﬁonse: Concur.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Through the DQO process all sampling and
analytical concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and
analytical methods were identified and agreed to by all parties. See the
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for specifi? agreements.

Deficiency. The proposed two foot vertical depth for sampling is
inadequate. ‘

Requirement.! Significantly increase the proposed sampling depth.
Consider twelve foot depth. ‘

RL/WHC Response: See comment response No. 44,
Ecology Response: See NOD No. 44 response.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Through the DQO process all sampling and
analytical concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and
analytical methods, sample locations ang depths were identified and
agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for
specific agreements. : ‘ :
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68.

69.

70.

7-13,

7-14,

7-15,

12

15

14

Comments/Response Concurrence

Note. The application of water during removal to control dust needs
careful examination and will depend on the contaminant of concern.

There is a good chance that contaminants can migrate with water downward
during the-process. This is espec1d1]y so since excavation is limited.
Other dust control devices may have | to be applied depending on the
nature of the contaminants.

RL /WHC Respon$e: Accepted.' (No change to text at this time.)
| ‘
Ecology Response' Concur.

Deficiency. Regulatory rEqulrementc requ1re that verification sample
analysis be done at level III or IV. A mobile laboratory does not
qualify. 1

Requirement.  Verification analyses ‘must be done by EPA approved
methodology, some of which can only be done in a statiqmary laboratory.

'

RL/WHC Response: Accepted. See comment response No. 2.
! |
Ecology Response: Concurl 3 |

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan refe}ences to
using the mobile onsite tahoratory will be removed. Offsite
laboratories capable of EPA analytical level III will QE used for all
soil samples. I
. | '
Deficiency. A closure plan can be amended prior to final closure, but
only with approva] flom the lead regulatory agency, which is Ecology in
this case. Th1s requ1rem9nt was amb1guously presented in the closure
plan. : ‘ \
1 | ‘ '
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RL/WHC Response: See page 7-15, line 17-20 for clarification.
Ecology Response: Concur.
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: No change.

71. F7-1 Requirement. Provide a direction arrﬁw.
RL /WHC Responsé: Accepted.
Ecoiogy Respon;e- Concur.
Ecology/RL/NHC Reso]ut1on Old Flgure‘7 1 depicting a proposed sampling
grid w1]ﬂ be removed since it has been nultified by the approved
Sampling and Analysis Plan.

2. F7-1 Requirement. Show the location of the detonation pit.

RL /WHC Résponse: Presently, there is no physically identifiable
detonation pit at the site. However, the depression was still evident

- at the time the fenced boundary was estabilished. Figure F7-1 represents

precise coerdinates of surveyed monuments that were placed. approximately
10 feet out from the present 20 by 20 foot fence boundary. The reason
the site 'was surveyed and the monuments located 10 feet outside the

fence boundary was to ensure a wide, complete and surveyed sampling

area. The 20 by 20 foot fence site boundary can be approximated and
overlained on top 'of this figure.

Ecology Response: The location of the detonation site needs to be shown
on the figure.; | ! ‘
\ ; :
| |
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73.

14.

F7-1

F7-1

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: 01d Figure 7-1 depicting a proposed sampling
grid will be removed since new sampling locations are provided by the
approved Sampling and Analysis Plan. Through the DQO process all .
sampling and analytical concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern
and analytical methods were identified and agreed to by all parties. See
the Sampling and Ana]ys1s Plan (SAP) for specific agreements.

Deficiency. Sampling locations do not cover downwind areas.

Requirement. Sampiind must be done to characterize all potentially
contaminated areas. |

RL/WHC Response: See commeng response No. 44,
Ecology Response: See NOD Nes. 44 and 45 responses.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: 01d Figure 7-1 depicting a proposed sampling
grid will be removed since it has been nullified by the Sampling and
Analysis Plan. Through the DQO process all sampling and analytical
concerns were resolved and sampling locations agreed to. Constituents of
concern and analytical methojs were identified and agreed to by all
parties. See the Sampling an Ana]ys1s Ptan (SAP) for specific
agreements | ;

Deflc1ency. Surface layer sempT1ng in the middle of the site (probably
the pit) is not appropriate. The contamination of wastes in the center
of the site is suspected to be the greatest and deepest.

| quu1rement. Modnfy samp11ng plan and figure to address deficiency.

! ‘
RL/WHC Response: See comment response No. 44. |
. | :
|
E | |
‘ |



218-E-8 BORROW PIT DEMOLITION SITE CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 1
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY COMMENT RESPONSE RESOLUTION TABLE

No. Comments/Response
Ecology Response: See NOD Nos. 44 and 45 responses.
Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: 01d Figure 7-1 depicting a proposed sampling
grid will be removed sigce new sampling locations and samplie depths are
provided by the approved Sampling and Analysis Plan. Through the DQO
process all sampling and anatytical concerns were resolved. Constituents
of concern and analytical methods were identified and agreed to by all
parties. See the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for specific
agreements. 5

75. T7-1

Deficiency. This tabie is inadequate.

Requirement. Regulated decomposition and reaction products must be
included in the list of target analytes. Appropriate methodologies,
action levels, and detection limits need to be listed. Also list method
modifications and metal analysis. '

RL/WHC Response: Regarding decomposition and reaction products:
Recognized decomposition and reaction products are identified and
discussed on page 7-4. Recognized products that may be constituents of
potential regulatory concern are Tisted in the table. (Also refer to
NOD No. 17 comment response.) .

. ' |
Regarding methodologies and method modifications: Methodelegies for
initial sampling and analysis in the EAL are identified in the table to

the extent that RL and WHC are able to do so at this time (in advance of
issuance of EAL procedure manuals). Formal EAL analytical procedures
are in preparation. Copies of all EAL analytical procedures will be
submitted to Ecology for review and approval in advance of sampling.
Anticipated re]ationships‘between*EAL procedures and published EPA
methods (and other methods) are discussed in Section 7.2.4. . |
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1 Comments/Response Concurrence

Regarding action levels: A table listing proposed action levels for the
analytes of interest identified in Table 7-1 wlli be prepared for
inclusion in Section 6.0 of Revision 1.

Regarding detection limits: Practical quantitation 1imits (PQLs) are
listed in Table 7A-1 of the QAFjP. The same analytes are listed in
Tables 7-1 ahd 7A-1.. An explanatory note will be attached to Table 7- 1
indicating where the PQL 1nfdrmat1on is provided.
| ‘
Regarding metal ana]ytes. No metal analytes are proposed.
| ‘

Ecology R¢spbnse°
\
a. Refer to NOD No. 20 respanse for the ! 1ssue‘of decomp051t1on and
reaction products . P
[ ' ' I ‘ X
. o ;
b. Give the specific method no. from SW-£46. ‘ '

€. Refer thp action level tO\NOD No. 1 ndsponse

d. PQLs are dlfferent for dlfferent materlals at different |
laboratories. Thus, relate ﬂMem to each ana]yte and the laboratories
which will ba used to test them.

Ecolmglel/HHC Resolution: Table 7-1 depicting a proposed Analytes of
Interest will be removed since it has been nullified by the Sampling and
Analysis Plan Agreements Through the DQO process all sampling and
analytical concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and
analytical methods were identified and agreed to by alil parties. See the
Sampling and iAnalysis Plan (SAP) for specuf1c agreements.
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76.

17.

8-2, 15

Appendix

Deficiency. This is not an adequate explanation of potential
integration of RCRA with CERCLA.

Requirement. If such an approach is to be considered, a much more
complete discussion must be provided. Yearly inspection of the site
until. CERCLA remediation is not adequate. Methods to integrate sampling
and analysis requirements, minimize the migration of wastes, and
security of the site until remediation would have to be developed.

RL/WHC Response: VYearly inspection is a minimal base line. Actual
inspection intervalis will not be determined until after sample results
are received and evaluated. If it is determined that post-closure is
neces?ary than a detaiied and specific plan will be deveﬂoped.

Ecology Response: Whether there is integration between RCBA and CERCLA
or not, 218-E-8 BPDS must meet the postclosure care requirements of WAC
173-303- -5680(2) if the contaminated soils or ground water cannot be
completely removed or decontaminated during closure. See also NOD No.
19 response. | |

EcolﬁgleL/HHC Resolution: As long as the 218 E-8 Borrow Pit Demolition
Site'vs a TSD unit the requirements of RCRA will be addressed.

Commeﬁt. A general comment about the‘appemdix is that it éppears
1ackﬂng.: : 1 ‘

Suggest1on Information about process know]edge, sp111/dccurrence
reports, and the detonation event (i.e., a' descr1pt1on 0# 1he actual
event and env1ronmemta] cond1t1ons) would be he]pful

RL/HH( RPsponse The requested 1nformat1on has not been prov1ded in any
prevrous 'QAPjP prepared by RL and WHC.! Process knowledge information
. , | .
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18.

1A-1, 26

has already been provided in Chapter 3 of the closure plan. There were
no spill/occurrence to report and the detonation event is described in
other locations in the closure plan.

Ecology Response: The information required is for the purpose of
understanding this specific document. It is not comparable to whatever
has been done elsewhere. Without thorough explanation, it would be very
difficult to fully assess the impact done to the environment bf the
demolition event. For example, without the evidence of legitimate
documentation, simply changlng the waste ‘inventory for the site when
questioned by the regulators is not acceptab]e

Eco]ogy}RL/HHC Resolution: The inventory has been agreed to and approved
by all parties. Text has been revised to reflect accepted inventory.
Detail process knowledge and the detonation event has been rev1sed and
is located in Chapters 3 and 4. |

Deficiency. Surface’ sampling is specified as the objective of the
investigation. Thls|1s not appropriate.

Requirement. The ob#ect1ve of the 1nvestlgation is to determine the
extent of contamination at the site. Revise the text according]y

RL /WHC desponse Accéepted. Lines ZS 27 will be revised to read: "The
principal objective of initial (investigative) sampling will be to
identify the pr@sencé and extent of dangerous waste constituents in
surface 501Ws at the: s1te relative to leve]s of potential regulatory
concern. - . ‘

|
Ecology Response Concur with tHe addition of the pr1nc1pa1 objective

of initial (1nvestlg&t1ve) samp11ng However the depth of surface soil
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79.

80.

1A-1, 42

1A-2,

1

should be given. Refer the requirement on initial sampling depth to NOD
No. 44 response. :

Ecology/R1/WHC Resolution: Text was revised to read: "The principal
objective of phase one investigative sampling is to facilitate a RCRA
clean closure of the site by verifying that the concentrations of alil
detonation activity contaminants are at or below action levels."”
Specific sampling locations and sample depths have been agreed to and

are provided by the Sampl1ng and Analtysis Plan.

Requ1rement. If remediation is required, confirmatory samples are
required and must be done in an EPA approved laboratory at level III
analysis, not a mobile laboratory.

RL/WHC Response: Accepted. See comment response No. 2.

Ecology Response: See NOD No. 2 response.

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Throughout the closure plan references to
using the mobile onsite laboratory will be removed. Offsite
1aborator1es capable of EPA analytical level III will be used for all
5011 samplies. Through the DQ0 process all sampling and analytical
concerns were resolved. Constituents of concern and analytical methods

were identified and agreed to by all parties. See the Sampling and
Analysis Plan (SAP) for specific¢ agreements.

Suggestion. EPA-QZMS—OOS/BO, "Interim Guidelines and Specifications for
Preparing Quality Assurance Project Plans," should also be referenced.

RL/WHC Response: Accepted.

Ecology Response: Concur.
‘ |

1 L+ o -ty a7 -

o 1 p ] - .
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Comments/Response

8l.

7TA-10

Deficiency. The reference provided for validation procedures, "Data
Validation Procedures for Chemical Analysis (WHC-SD-EN-SPP-002)," is a
validation procedure for Contract Laboratory Program {(CLP) samplie data,
not analyses performed under SW-846. The correct reference should be:
Sample Management and Administration:(WHC-CM-5-3})."

| : |
Requirement. Revise the text to cor%ect the error.

RL/WHC Response: Accepted.
tcology Response: Concur

Ecology/RL/WHC Resolution: Data Validation Procedures for Chemical
Analyses (WHC-SD-EN-SPP-002) is a document that provides pracedures to
WHC staff and subcontractors tasked with the validation of chem1ca1
dna]yt1ca1 data produced as the result of Hanford Site environmental
investigations. This document is a supplement to the Sample Management

‘and Administration document (WHC-CM-5-3) which includes validation

procedures for sample data performed under SW-846.
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